INTRODUCTION
In European and national Danish discourses about nutrition policy, economic incentives, such as taxes and subsidies, have frequently been mentioned as a means of changing the population's dietary habits; they are, however, seldom introduced. 1 Most existing studies addressing health-motivated food taxation are focused on sugared beverages, and the amount of research regarding taxation of fat in foods is limited. 2, 3 Studies suggest that the effects of taxation on obesity are nonexistent or insignificant. 4, 5 In 2011, the Danish Parliament decided to introduce a tax on saturated fat in foods. Denmark was the first country in the world to do this. The following year the tax was repealed. We analyse which arguments were presented in this process and ask how the fat tax was framed in public and parliamentary debates. 6, 7 Why was the tax introduced and why was it repealed? What role did the health of the population and what role did economic aspects have in the course of events? Finally, we discuss whether the fat tax had any effect on food consumption.
MATERIALS AND METHODS
To answer the aforementioned questions, we analysed the arguments put forward by politicians voting for and against the two bills (introduction and repeal of the tax, respectively). To contextualise politicians' arguments we analysed media texts, as articles in the media, more so than scientific papers, would be known to politicians and would thus be relevant for understanding the background on which politicians' decisions were made.
Our analysis is based on the following text sources: two expert reports addressing fat tax; 8, 9 the two parliamentary bills, all comments to the bills and transcripts of both parliamentary debates, available at the website www.ft.dk; articles published during 2009-12 on the tax on fat in the four most prominent national Danish newspapers and the farmers' and manufacturers' organisations' journals. They were systematically searched for and retrieved from the database Infomedia-using different Danish wordings of 'fat tax' as search terms-and supplemented with articles from two central web-media, ing.dk, which publishes articles in the field of science and technology, and Videnskab.dk, an online magazine about research. In all, the Infomedia search yielded 55 articles and the web media search 19 articles. We analysed all articles.
The analysis combined procedures from discourse analysis 10 and political argumentation analysis. 11 Accordingly, the documents were reviewed to determine the positions taken, the arguments associated with these positions and the framing of the arguments. Each text was condensed and summarised according to these criteria. For each text we identified the role of the 'messenger' and which social institutions or interests he/she represented, and the context in which these positions were taken. Finally, we interviewed a few central actors to clarify events and opinions.
The first analytical aim was to identify and present different positions on the issue of the fat tax. Second, we focused on the political process, especially as it appeared in the parliamentary debate. We identified the politicians' arguments and how their positions changed between the two bills.
We present the analysis as summaries and condensations of arguments and present key points in the form of quotations from the texts.
RESULTS

Suggestions from expert committees
In the phase leading up to the fat tax bill, experts, politicians and other actors framed the tax as health policy and public health arguments played an important role. Reducing fat in the population's diet has long been a priority in Danish health policies. Compared with the dietary recommendations, the average energy percentage from fat in the adult Danish population's diet is currently 35%, which is higher compared with the recommended 30%; for saturated fatty acids, the consumption is 15%, which is 50% higher than recommended. 12 Thus, there is room for improvement, according to the experts.
Two expert committees had discussed a tax on fat as a means of reducing fat consumption. The first report was published in 2007 by the Academy of Technical Sciences (ATS), 9 and the second by the politically commissioned Disease Prevention Commission (DPC) in 2009. 8 The latter included a calculation of the possible effects of a tax on saturated fat. The ATS and the DPC reports differed in that the ATS suggested taxation on unhealthy foods and the DPC on unhealthy ingredients. Both reports addressed the question of social inequality and concluded that people with a low income and short education would be burdened the most by a tax because of its regressive character and because their intake of saturated fat is higher compared with that of more well-educated groups. The DPC anticipated that the health effect would be limited: an increase in mean life expectancy of 0.015 years, that is, about 5 days. However, only coronary heart diseases were included in this calculation. The committee assessed that the low-income groups would be more inclined to change behaviour compared with other groups and would therefore benefit more health-wise.
The DPC assumed a 3% reduction in saturated fat consumption. The state was expected to receive almost an extra billion DKK (135 million Euros) in revenue from the tax if introduced as suggested. The administrative burdens were expected to be 'not insignificant' for both the public and private sector. 8 Draft bill about introduction of a tax on fat and the debate in the Danish parliament When the fat tax bill was introduced in parliament, a public health framing of the bill was dominant; public finance aspects were, however, also mentioned. A notice of the planned tax had already been included in a larger tax reform in Denmark in 2009, which reduced taxes on labour income and financed it through taxes on consumption 'that is harmful to the environment, to the climate and to health'. 13 However, in January 2011 the liberal-conservative government framed the purpose of the tax on fat as one of public health when presenting the draft bill on the tax on fat as a part of an economic package, and, according to the minister for taxation, the aim was 'to promote better eating habits and thereby strengthen the health of the population'. 14 Taxes were suggested on saturated fat in meat, dairy products and oils. The minister for taxation expected people to substitute products with a high content of saturated fat with others with a lower content. The act is very specific and detailed when it comes to how the tax should be calculated and collected.
In the minister's comments to the draft bill 15 it is also stated that the tax would contribute to the financing of lower tax on labour income. References were made to the DPC's report and its conclusion that the effect on mean life expectancy would be small and that a tax on fat in meat, in particular, would be difficult and costly to administer. The minister was thus aware that health effects would be insignificant and the administrative burden significant.
The government's proposal included a tax on meat, despite the DPC's recommendations to the contrary. This was because the European Union Commission had stated that an exemption of meat would be in conflict with the European Union regulations on state subsidies. The government suggested standard rates of taxes on types of meat (pork, beef and poultry) to avoid administrative difficulties and costs connected to a differentiated taxation according to the content of saturated fat in specific cuts of meat. 15 Although the tax was introduced as a health promoting initiative, there are several indications that the economic aspects of the tax were at least as important. The state agency, the Danish Veterinary and Food Administration, was not involved in preparing the bill; 16 in the consultation process, the draft bill was sent to 39 organisations, including food producers, food distributers, accountants, the bank sector and so on, of which only four had any relation to health. 15 The farmers' organisation, the Danish Cancer Society and a number of other food-and health-related organisations complained that they were not asked to comment on the draft bill. 16 Most importantly, no plans for monitoring the effects of the tax on fat consumption or on health were suggested; however, the effect on the state's revenues should be followed closely to ensure that, as a minimum, the expected revenue was obtained. 15 Economic consequences of the fat tax bill were thus a priority, although the economic framing of the tax bill was not prominent in the parliamentary debate. 15 Members of parliament from different parties highlighted the increasing problems with obesity in society and its effect on mean life expectancy and the health of the population in general. Saturated fat was said to be an important cause of obesity and poor health. The Liberal Party's spokesperson stated that 'better health is good for all of us it is good for our society'. 15 The tax was thus to be introduced both for paternalistic reasons, to help the citizens to a better life, and for the benefit of the society, a healthier population. The fact that only a small health effect of the tax on fat was estimated by the DPC was not brought into the parliamentary debate.
The left-centre opposition wanted to use the increased revenues from the tax in the health-care sector. However, in reply to this the minister for taxation motivated the fat tax with the planned tax reductions on labour income: 'Why are we introducing the tax on fat? It is specifically because we have given very, very substantial and significant tax reductions that benefit the Danish private sector.' 15 Thus, although revenues had only a minor role in his presentation of the bill, the minister here presents the revenues as a main reason for introducing the tax.
The Neoliberal Party was the only party opposing the tax, and the only one bringing in economic (apart from fiscal) consequences of the bill. The party claimed that the fat tax was a tax on food that would cause job losses and burden the poor the most. One of its members pointed to an inconsistency in the arguments for the tax: 'If the draft bill was perfect it would not generate revenues because people would then stop buying it (saturated fat)'. 15 Reactions to the tax on fat The idea of the tax on fat and later its implementation were heavily criticised by several influential actors, representing the food industry, retailers and health experts. Even before the decision about the tax, Danish and international researchers had questioned the effect on health. The critique of the proposed tax concerned (1) whether saturated fat was actually harmful to health, and (2) whether the saturated fat would be substituted with even more harmful foods and substances, mainly carbohydrates as opposed to healthier fatty acids and low-fat products. These objections remained after the introduction of the tax. International experts criticising the rationale of the tax were invited to present their ideas at conferences arranged by the food industry and by university researchers. 17, 18 The dairy industry and the farmers' organisation supported the dissemination of findings questioning the rationale of the tax. 19 Thus, several experts on nutrition criticised the tax for having no or adverse effects on health. Three prominent nutrition researchers claimed that the tax on fat would be harmful to health, as it would increase consumption of carbohydrates and thus also increase the risk of type 2 diabetes and heart disease. 20 The fact that the tax did not differentiate between lean and fat meat products was also criticised for having adverse health effects, as people were expected to substitute the more expensive lean products with cheaper and fattier meat. Furthermore, the idea that saturated fat is harmful to health was contested 21, 22 and it was claimed that the research on which the tax on fat relied was obsolete. 23 The tax was also criticised for increasing the price of products for undernourished patients. 24, 25 Other objections came from farmers, retailers and the food industry. They argued that the tax would (1) increase cross-border trade, thus reducing income and jobs in the retail trade, (2) place heavy administrative burdens on industry and (3) encourage industry to move jobs abroad. [26] [27] [28] [29] Proponents of the tax accused these lobby organisations of spinning and creating an unjustified fear of cross-border trade and loss of jobs. 30 The Danish Agriculture and Food Council presented an analysis that the tax would burden single mothers more than others. 31 Representatives of both the private sector and the Danish Cancer Society accused the politicians of using disease prevention as a cover for tax increases. 32, 33 Hence, the food industry was very active in lobbying against the tax, whereas proponents of the tax were less active. 16, 34 We have only found statements from one proponent in the public debate, the chair of the DPC. 35, 36 She stated that taxes are extremely effective and will make all citizens live more healthily and thus reduce social inequality in health, contrary to what the commission's report stated.
Draft bill on repeal of the tax on fat and the debate in the Danish parliament As early as 16 November 2012, the same parties that had introduced the tax on fat repealed it. The reasons given in the draft bill for the repeal were almost exclusively related to the economic aspects of the law. In the comments it was stated that 'The tax on fat … has been criticised for increasing consumer prices, increasing administrative burdens on the companies and threatening Danish jobs. … A repeal of the taxes will … contribute to a better social profile.' 37 A repeal would reduce the Ginicoefficient by 0.03%, it was stated. Thus, the objections from farmers, retailers and industry had a significant role in the discussion about the repeal of the tax, in which an economic framing of the tax was dominant. 37 Nothing was said in the repeal draft bill and its comments about health, nutrition or obesity.
The leader of the Liberal Party, the largest party in the government, suggesting the tax in 2011, compared the repeal to a morning-after pill: 'We considered the realities and admit that we made a mistake. The administration has been too troublesome'. The Liberal Party now put forward arguments based on liberal ideas, which they did not use the year before: It is 'the realisation that we cannot govern everything to the tiniest detail. As it is today, it is much cheaper to live healthily than unhealthily, and if you believe that you can regulate the behaviours of the Danes by using taxes and excises … we have reached a limit'. 37 Speakers from both right-and left-wing parties claimed that the health effects of the tax on fat were marginal or questionable. 37 No specific studies were referred to nor were references made to the DPC, which, as mentioned, already in 2009 had anticipated only a minor health effect.
The issue of social inequality in health generated two types of argument. Experts stated that poor people or people with short education eat more saturated fat on an average. 8 A tax on fat would therefore help these people the most: if they changed eating behaviour, their health gains would be greater. Conversely, if they did not change behaviour, the tax would burden them more, as most consumption taxes tend to be regressive. The latter argument was used repeatedly by the social democrats and socialists when the repeal of the tax was discussed but not when the introduction was on the agenda. 37 Outside Parliament, the repeal was criticised for taking place before anyone had studied the effects of the tax; 38 others maintained that there was an actual effect on saturated fat consumption. 39 Effects on consumer behaviour A study on the effects was published shortly after the repeal. Jensen and Smed 40 analysed the short-term effects of the tax on the consumption of butter, margarine and vegetable oils, based on household purchase panel data spanning the period from January 2008 to July 2012. Their analysis showed that the tax of 16 DKK/kg saturated fat (+25% VAT, that is, total taxation of 20 DKK/ kg) led to a 10-15% reduction in households' purchases of these products with a substitution from butter and margarine (which are the products with the highest content of saturated fat) towards vegetable oils. The analysis also indicated a shift in demand from high-price supermarkets to low-price discount chains-a shift that appears to have been used by the discount chains to raise the price of butter and margarine more than the pure tax increase. It should be noted that as their study was conducted relatively shortly after the introduction of the tax, the estimated effects could be considered as short-term effects, which may differ from the long-term effects of such a tax. Furthermore, it should be noted that the study focused on the consumption of fat products and did not address possible substitution effects with, for example, food products rich in carbohydrates. Thus, too late to have an impact on political decisions, it was shown that the intended effect on fat consumption appeared to have been achieved.
DISCUSSION
A limitation of our study is that we analysed only publicly accessible sources and interviewed stakeholders; we did not have access to lobby organisations' and other interest groups' informal contacts with politicians.
All the politicians who initially supported the tax very quickly changed their mind without waiting for documentation of the effect on fat consumption let alone on public health. This suggests either that health motives may have been less important compared with economic motives from the beginning, or, on the other hand, that concern about the economy had increased during the year of the tax on fat. Even though the introduction of the tax took place after the onset of the financial crisis, a stronger sense of crisis might have developed during the year of the fat tax's existence, making politicians more receptive to arguments about loss of jobs and cross-border trade. The campaigns from the food industry, retailers and farmers' organisation may also have influenced the politicians. Only after the repeal did the Danish medical association make its voice heard and strongly criticised the decision about the repeal. 41, 42 The tax on fat had only few wholehearted supporters among public health experts. Several nutrition experts questioned the health effects of the tax. Strong lobby organisations, especially in the food industry, acted against the tax before and after it was introduced. When passing the bill in the parliament health motives were prominent in the debate, but in the specific setup of it the revenue motive clearly dominated. Our analysis thus suggests that for the major political parties revenue was in fact the main motive for supporting the tax, and health motives may have been used to placate or legitimate the decision. This analysis is supported by the fact that the effects of the tax on people's behaviour, fat consumption, did not have a substantial role in the decision to repeal the tax, thus underlining that health was not a crucial issue.
A lesson learnt from this chain of events is that if a tax on fat is to survive it needs more than merely to be passed. It probably needs to be politically supported for health rather than fiscal reasons and to be supported or at least accepted by prominent actors in the food arena including researchers.
